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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in response to the original filing of November 12, 2003. Claim 1-22 are 
pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 14 should depend 
on claim 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

Specification 

3. The amendment filed on August 15, 2006 overcomes the objection to paragraphs [0014- 
0015] of the previous oflFice action. Therefore, the objection is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The amendment filed on August 15, 2006 overcomes the rejection to claim 1, 8, and 9 
that contain the trademark or trade name Java of the previous office action. Therefore, the 
rejection under 35 USC § 1 12 is withdrawn. 

Double Patenting 

5. A terminal disclaimer filed on August 15, 2006 overcomes the provisional rejection 
based on a nonstatutory double patenting over claims 1-1 1 of the previous copending office 
action. Therefore, the rejection is withdrawn. 
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Response to Amendment 

6. The application (10/712,384) under 37 CFR 1.132 filed November 12, 2003 is 
insufficient to overcome the rejection of claims 1-11 based upon prior art (09/866,131) as set 
forth in the last Office action because: 

Applicant argues Stapp fails to teach such recited claim limitation and therefore does not 
anticipate the embodiments of claim 1. Further Stapp does not suggest or otherwise render 
obvious the embodiments claimed by claim 1 either alone or in any combination since Stapp' s 
approach teaches receiving rules firom a user invocable programmer's tool. Modifications to 
Stapp to become a dynamic code generation instead of a manual tool would either (1) render 
Stapp inoperable or (2) require modifications to Stapp's purpose as well as Stapp's principle of 
operation (see MPEP 2143.01) because such modifications would necessarily burden Stapp's 
system contrary to their stated purpose: a user input data driven program generator (Abstract). 
Examiner argument: Stapp's approach teaches receiving a set of data rules from a user using a 
first specification language to describe a desired computer program. The code generator will 
automatically generate the source code for whole new software applications, and for integrating 
newly generated source with existing project and environments (Paragraph 19). Stapp's 
approach might be manually setting up the organization and/or architecture, but once it receives 
all the required data rules firom a user, it will automatically generate the source code. Therefore, 
Stapp's approach does not necessarily to modify in order to read on the application because at 
some initial point both the Stapp's approach and the application need to manually setting up the 
required rules to satisfy the requirement before the generator can automatically generate the 
source code. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

8. Claim 1-9, 14-17, and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Stappetal (09/866,131). 

Claim 1 : Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code comprising: 

a. although Stapp does not explicitly disclose computer code for determining whether a 
resource is available. It is inherent in Stapp's approach that the resource must be available to the 
code generator in order to generate the source code (Figure 2, item 205); 

b. computer code for creating a class file container object ([0024-0027]); 

c. computer code for adding a method to the class file object ([0027]); 

d. computer code for adding code to the method ([0027]); 

e. computer code for generating byte code for the class file object ([0036-0037]); and 

f. computer code for generating an instance of the new class file object ([0030]). 
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Claim 2: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, and further discloses wherein creating a class file container 
object includes: setting attributes for a class file ([0032]). 

Claim 3: Stapp discloses the computer program product in claim 2 above, and further 
discloses the attributes include at least one of class file name, parent super ([0033]). 

Claim 4: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, and further discloses wherein adding a method to the class file 
object includes: adding a pluraUty of methods to the class file object ([0027]). 

Claim 5: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program codes as in claim 1 above, and further discloses wherein adding code to the method 
includes adding code to the method using constructs that correspond to programming language 
statements, expressions, and variables ([0027], [0034]). 

Claim 6: Stapp discloses the computer program product in claim 5 above, and further 
discloses constructs include parameters ([0028]). 

Claim 7: Stapp discloses the computer program product in claim 5 above, and further 
discloses wherein each statement, expression type, variable is represented as an object ([0026- 
0027]). 
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Claim 8: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, and further discloses wherein generating byte code for the 
class file container object includes generating an intermediate representation of program flow 
(0037]). 

Claim 9: Stapp discloses the computer program product in claim 8 above, and further 
discloses wherein generating byte code for the class file container object includes converting the 
intermediate representation into byte code ([0037]). 

Claim 14: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, and further discloses an object is a programming unit that 
groups together a data structure (one or more instance variables) and the operations (methods) 
that can use or affect that data ([0027]). Although, Stapp does not explicitly disclose repeatedly 
adding code for each method added to the class file. It is inherent that code must be repeatedly 
added to each method when needed in order for the method and the class file to perform 
correctly and for the code generator to fulfill its purpose. 

Claim 15: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 

program code as in claim 1 above, and further discloses generating a tree of statement (a data 
structure (one or more instance variables) and the operations (methods)) ([00274]). 
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Claim 16: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 15 above, and further discloses generating a tree of statements includes 
generating a tree representing at least one method, the at least one method comprising at least 
one of a code statement, an expression, a variable and a programming construct ([0027]). 

Claim 17: Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 15 above, and 
further discloses generating a tree of statements includes generating a tree forming a known 
structure when the class file container is a known type ([0031-0032]). 

Claim 19: Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 1 above, and further 
discloses generating byte code for the class file container object includes maintaining a state of a 
program being generated by each statement ([0039]). 

Claim 20: Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 19 above, and 
further discloses maintaining at least one of a content of a stack, a content of a variable in use 
during program flow ([0039]). 

Claim 21 : Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 20 above, and 
further discloses an object is a generic term that is used in the object oriented programming 
environment to refer to a module that contains related code and variables and also further 
discloses Java classes are compiled into byte code (intermediate representation), which are 
executed by a machine-dependent virtual machine ([0037]). Although, Stapp does not explicitly 
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disclose generating an intermediate representation of program flow based upon the at least one of 
a content of a stack, a content of a variable in use during program flow. It is inherent in Stapp's 
approach that when generating an intermediate representation of program flow, it must based 
upon the at least one of a content of a stack, a content of a variable in use during program flow in 
order to generate the intermediate representation. 

Claim 22: Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 1 above, and further 
discloses user interface component to assist users input and communicate data to the code 
generation component ([0071]). Stapp does not expUcitly disclose determining whether a remote 
object having an interface to which code is being written is available. It is inherent that the 
interface is available to assist users input and communicate data to the code generation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made, 

10. Claim 10-13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stapp 
(09/866,131) in view of Goodwin (US 6,199,195). 

Claim 10: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, but does not explicitly disclose that the program code 
implements an adaptor class. However, Goodwin discloses the program code implements an 
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adapter class (Fig. 3, item 310, 312). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to add an adapter class in Stapp to 
take the place of some class and expose it through a different interface. One would have been 
motivated to use an adapter class when creating a reusable class that cooperates with other 
classes that have incompatible interfaces j Or when separating the client interface of an object 
from its implementation so each can evolve independently^ Or when converting the interface of 
a class into another interfaces that the clients expect. 

Claim 1 1 : Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, but does not expUcitly disclose that the program code 
implement a proxy class. However, Goodwin discloses the program code implements a proxy 
class (Fig. 3, item 318). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to add a proxy class in Stapp to enforce call-by-value 
semantics between Enterprise JavaBeans (EJBs). One would have been motivated to use proxy 
class to reduce system development time, compile and build time, and system modification time. 

Claim 12: Stapp discloses a computer program product for automatically generating 
program code as in claim 1 above, and further discloses an object consists of data and one or 
more operations (methods) or procedures that can be performed on that data ([0027]). However, 
Stapp does not explicitly disclose repeatedly adding a method to the class file object for each 
method associated with a stub. However, it would have been obvious to one having an ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recognize that the repeatedly adding a 
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method to the class file object for each method associated with a stub must occur in the Stapp's 
approach in order for an object to consist of data and one or more methods that can be performed 
on that data. Even if it is not occur in Stapp's approach, it still would have been obvious to one 
having an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the code to 
repeatedly add a method to the class file object in order to fulfill the code generation purposes. 
Therefore, one would have been motivated to modify the code to add this step in Stapp's 
approach in order for the code generation to generate the source code. 

Claim 13: Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 12 above, but does 
not explicitly disclose determining a number of method s associated with the stub in a remote 
interface. However, it would have been obvious to one having an ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the code by including a counter or an indicator that 
increment each time a method is adding to the class that associated wit the stub. Therefore, one 
would have been motivated to add an indicator or a counter to the code that increment each time 
a method is adding to the class object that associated with the stub so it would know when it 
reaches the end of adding iteration. 

Claim 18: Stapp discloses the computer program product as in claim 17 above, but does 
not explicitly disclose generating a tree forming a known structure when the class file container 
is of at least one of an adapter and a proxy type. Goodwin discloses the generating a tree 
forming a known structure when the class file container is of a proxy type (Col 7, line 50-60). It 
would have been obvious to one having an ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to include the proxy class type in the Stapp's approach to enforce call-by-value semantics 
between Enterprise JavaBeans (EJBs). One would have been motivated to use proxy class to 
reduce system development time, compile and build time, and system modification time. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

12. The prior art made of record and not reUed upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Taylor (US 2004/0019596 Al) discloses method, system, and program for making 
objects available for access to a client over a network. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phillip H. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 270-1070. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 10:00 AM - 3:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Myhre can be reached on (571) 270-1065. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this appUcation or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
AppUcation Infomiation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
infomiation system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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